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1 . Claims 1 3 - 1 7 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

At claim 13, lines 9-10, please note the grammatical difficulty with "while said 
user terminal [is?] accessing said server". 

At claim 15, line 2, "wherein said sen/er selecting a file of a style" would read 
better with "selects" in place of "selecting". A similar problem occurs with "converting" 
(claim 16, line 2) and "distributing" (claim 17, line 2). 
Appropriate correction is required. 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C, 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 3, 8 - 9, 13 - 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112. second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

With claim 1 amended so that the "user terminals" are "storing display style 
information in a memory before f[rst accessing the server", how can it still be as in 
dependent claim 3. where "an access accompanied with no identification number" is 
such that "said distributor transmits select information" that is used to transmit "display 
style information"? In such a case, "before first accessing the server", the "terminal" 
does not in fact possess the needed "style information" as in claim 1 . 

The phrase "the selection information" in claim 8 does not find clear antecedent 
basis in parent claim 1 . Does this somehow refer to "display style information"? A 
similar problem exists with "the select information" in claim 9. 
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In claim 13, applicant's rewording of the file transmission to be a "user terminal 
receiving from said server" instead of "said server distributing a file" (lines 11-12) 
renders the subsequent phrase "received from said user terminal by said server to said 
user terminal" unclear, since "to said user terminal" had originally been the direction for 
the now-deleted "distributing". The Examiner suggests that the phrase "to said user 
terminal" could be safely deleted as superfluous, in view of the amendment. 

With claim 13 amended so that "said user terminal" is "storing display style 
information... before first accessing said server", claim 17 appears inconsistent, in that 
"distributing select information" occurs "in response to a first access", as noted above 
with respect to claim 3. 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Popa 
("Popa"; US #6,006,231). 

As per independent claim 18's "file distribution method for distributing a file of a 
style desired by a user terminal from a server to the user terminal via a network", Popa 
enables retrieving an image from a network , using a server application and a client 
application , so that a desired version of a desired image is sent via a communication 
application (Abstract). In Popa, an image file 12 may be accessed via a "reguest 
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message" for a specific file, resolution, size and colour space (col 5, line 36 - col 6^ line 
13; fig 3), so that the client application 20 enables an end user to select (manually or 
automatically) the image file, size, resolution, and colour, and creates the request 

message . 

The Popa disclosure therefore anticipates claim 18, in that in Popa, the "user 
terminal" is capable of "storing display style information specifying a display style of a 
file", since the user deyelops a selection first at the client side, for subsequent 
transmission in a "request message" , and also of "transmitting the display style 
information to the server on accessing the server", when the Popa server application 
receives such a request . The Popa "server" is then disclosed as "distributing a file of a 
style in accordance with the display style information to the user terminal", when the 
desired version is downloaded. 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time 
the Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 6 - 9, 13, 15 - 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Popa in view of Johnson ("Johnson"; US #6,615,213 B1). 

Independent claim 1 (and see also independent claim 13) is similar to claimIS, 
discussed above as being anticipated by Popa, in that "user terminals storing display 
style information", each of which "transmits the display style infomriation to said server", 
will obtain "a file of a style in accordance with the display style information". Popa, 
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however, appears directed to a scenario in which the client and the server have a 
certain predefined relationship, and thus does not explicitly teach the "storing" of 
"display style infornnation in a memory before first accessing the server", since Popa's 
server would most likely have been already accessed in some sort of setup procedure. 

However, it was known in the art at the time of applicant's invention to maintain 
"user terminal" specifics that are directed towards a variety of "server" instances, as is 
seen in Johnson, in which application independent data is maintained, so as to permit 
configured customizable actions (Abstract). In Johnson, data mav be sought bv many 
various remote data processing systems (col 2, line 66 - col 3, line 34), and is for 
automatically communicating (transmitting) to as many remote data processing 
systems as desired through the minimal user action . It is seen in Johnson, therefore, 
a generic foundation for facilitating the communication of data bv clients to arbitrary 
remote applications (col 3, lines 39 - 50), so that the application independent data is 
stored "before first accessing" "a server connected to a network", when one of the many 
various remote data processing systems is being accessed for the first time. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
applicant's invention was made to provide "display style information" such as that which 
is used in obtaining an image file instance of a particular version from a server, as in 
Popa, but with the client having such information on hand "before first accessing the 
server", as in Johnson, because this allows a greater variety of servers to be image file 
sources, a capability readily appreciated in the Popa environment. Motivation rests at 
least in Popa, where it is the objective to provide the beist copy of an image file that the 
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client can support, and this would be enhanced with a wider variety of sources as per 
Johnson that do not require separate configuration (e.g., using the same application 
independent data . Johnson). 

As per claim 6's "server" whose "memory previously stores a plurality of files 
having different display styles" (see also claim 15), because Popa can develop a 
plurality of different versions of the image (col 1 , lines 49 - 59), Popa will have to have 
such storage for a "distributor" that "selects a corresponding file" and "distributes the file 
to the user terminal". Also, please note that in Popa, each version of the image is 
derived from the same file , as in claim 7's "original file" that is made to have "a style" by 
the use of a "converter" (see also claim 16). 

As per claim 8, Popa discloses that the user can download any combination of 
resolution, dimension and colour gualitv contained in the original image (col 3. lines 7 - 
31) for a desired image file . Thus, "presence of an image" is included in the identity of 
the file, and "size" "of an image and a size of a display screen" in size (col 3, lines 19 - 
31). This aspect of Popa also satisfies claim 9, in which "a display resolution" is part of 
"the select information". 

8. Claims 2 - 4. 14, 17 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Popa in view of Johnson and Ovadya et al. ("Ovadya"; US #2001/0009008 A1). 

In any arrangement that accesses a "server" in the style of Popa or Johnson, the 
user identity would certainly be important, where any kind of value-added service is 
being provided, only these references do not explictly teach claim 2's "identification 
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number generator" that is used at the "distributor" side to retain "display style 
information". 

However, Ovadya*s ONLINE SERVICE PLATFORM specifically contemplates 
such user-by-user "identification", when file conversions, translations or any other 
service being executed on a file (Abstract) are provided, via a customer identification 
(customer client ID) 19, which is a code identifying the customer client and a browser 20 
(paragraphs [0014], [0019]). 

Thus, it would have been further obvious to the person having ordinary skill in the 
art to use an "identification number" as per Ovadya, to retain the kind of user-specifics 
that would be useful in a "display style" provision as per Popa, when made to have the 
further capability of "storing" such information "before first accessing" a "server" as in 
Johnson, because this gives the "server" side a better control over the individual 
accessing users in a typical Popa situation, where the relationship retention as in 
Ovadya allows for optimum customization and support. Motivation can be seen in either 
of Popa or Johnson, where the accessing user seeks an extent of custom access that is 
as suitable as possible to that user's needs, in obtaining information from the "server". 

In such a combination, the initially-arriving user will first need to make a 
connection as per Ovadya, but with "no identification number" (claim 3, see also the 
comparable claim 17), since the "server" has not yet been contacted. In this situation, 
the "distributor transmits select information" to indicate what is available, as in Ovadya's 
provision of an HTML document holding information about possible file processing 
(paragraph [0019]). Such a user dialogue could well be expected in the Popa 
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environment, where the client side would be better served if notified upon a first contact 
as in Johnson's multi-server applicability of what exact versions might be obtained. 
When the user has made such a first contact and obtained an "identification number" 
(as suggested by Ovadya), the "user terminals" will retain "the identification number and 
location information of said server" that has given them (claim 4). 

Thus suggested by the additional obvious addition of Ovadya-style customer 
identification is claim 14's "server holding the display style information" and a "user 
terminal holding the identification number", for obtaining "a file of a style in accordance 
with the display style information", when a Popa "style" maintained for plural "server" 
instances as in Johnson, is adapted to allow individual users to be identified. 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 4, 6 - 9, 13 - 18, filed 28 
September 2005, have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

In a new and updating search made pursuant to applicant's amendment, it was 
also noted that Sutherland et al. (US #6,167,442) obtains files from a pluralitv of image 
databases in a "style" such as at the best resolution (Abstract). 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Raymond J. Bayerl whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4045. The examiner can normally be reached on M - Th from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM 
ET. 
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12. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca, can be reached on (571) 272-4048. All patent application 
related correspondence transmitted by FAX must be directed to the central FAX 
number (571) 273-8300. 

1 3. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2100. 
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PRIMARY EXAMINER 
ART UNIT 2173 



